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NOTICE OF REVIEW
Under Section 43A(8) Of the Town and County Planning (SCOTLAND) ACT 1997 (As amended) In Respect

of Decisions on Local Developments
The Town and Country Planning (Schemes of Delegation and Local Review Procedure) (SCOTLAND)

Regulations 2013
The Town and Country Planning (Appeals) (SCOTLAND) Regulations 2013

PLEASE NOTE IT IS FASTER AND SIMPLER TO SUBMIT PLANNING APPLICATIONS
ELECTRONICALLY VIA httøs://www.eplanninp.scot

1. Applicant's Details 2. Agent's Details (if any)

Title Mr Ref No. N/A

Forename Smith . Forename
Surname Anthony Surname

Company Name N/A Company Name
Building No./Name 28 Building No/Name
Address Line I Morris Crescent Address Line 1
Address Line 2 Dalziel Park, Carfin Address Line ' f E N l RPR1Sh & COMMUNI I ILS

Town/City Motherwell Town/City

ML1 5NH 1 t OCT 2019
Postcode P o s t c o d e)1698

862811Telephone Telephone
Mobile . )7753 851 489 Mobile
Fax 'J/A Fax
EmaiIItonYv9smIth@gmatftom Email

3. Application Details −

Planning authority North Lanarkshire Council

Planning authority's application reference number I i 9/00305/FUL I
Site address

Site opposite; Dunyston Cottage, Edinburgh Road, Newhouse, ML1 5SU

Description of proposed development

Dog Daycare and associated single storey office, retail building, 1.8m fenced dog run
area, ancillary car park and hard standing 1,



Date of application 114/03/2019 Date of decision (if any) 123"08'2019

Note. This notice must be served on the planning authority within three months of the date of decision notice or
from the date of expiry of the period allowed for determining the application.
4. Nature of Application

Application for planning permission (including householder application) FX

Application for planning permission in principle

Further application (including development that has not yet commenced and where a time limit has
been imposed; renewal of planning permission and/or modification, variation or removal of a planning
condition) E
Application for approval of matters specified in conditions fl

5. Reasons for seeking review

Refusal of application by appointed officer

Failure by appointed officer to determine the application within the period allowed for determination
of the application

Conditiohs imposed on consent by appointed officer E

6. Review procedure

The Local Review Body will decide on the procedure to be used to determine your review and may at any time
during the review process require that further information or representations be made to enable them to determine
the review. Further information may be required by one or a combination of procedures, such as: written
submissions; the holding of one or more hearing sessions and/or inspecting the land which is the subject of the
review case.

Please indicate what procedure (or combination of procedures) you think is most appropriate for the handling of
your review. You may tick more than one box if you wish the review to be conducted by a combination of
procedures.

Further written submissions
One or more hearing sessions
Site inspection
Assessment of review documents only, with no further procedure

If you have marked either of the first 2 options, please explain here which of the matters (as set out in your
statement below) you believe ought to be subject of that procedure, and why you consider further submissions or a
hearing necessary.

I This refusal on the assessment of the planning officer fails to take cognisance of
similar successful applications in green belt for similar ventures utilising similar basic

[designs and methods of construction within a 2 mile radius of the proposed site

7. Site inspection
In the event that the Local Review Body decides to inspect the review site, in your opinion:

Can the site be viewed entirely from public land?
Is it possible for the site to be accessed safely, and without barriers to entry? 0



If there are reasons why you think the Local Review Body would be unable to undertake an unaccompanied site
inspection, please explain here:

8. Statement

You must state, in full, why you are seeking a review on your application. Your statement must set out all matters
you consider require to be taken into account in determining your review. JLQI you may not have a further
opportunity to add to your statement of review at a later date. It is therefore essential that you submit with your
notice of review, all necessary information and evidence that you rely on and wish the Local Review Body to
consider as part of your review.

If the Local Review Body issues a notice requesting further information from any other person or body, you will
have a period of 14 days in which to comment on any additional matter which has been raised by that person or
body.

State here the reasons for your notice of review and all matters you wish to raise. If necessary, this can be
continued or provided in full in a separate document. You may also submit additional documentation with this form.

lvly reasons for seeking a review are as detailed within the attached document entitlec
"Notice of Review, Notes of Response", and consist of sections addressing the
planning officers reasons for refusal of:
1) That it is an inappropriate development in the Green Belt and that this would set an
undesirable precedent
2)That the proposal is not high quality and low impact design expected within the
Green Belt
3) The proposal will have a detrimental impact on road safety

Have you raised any matters which were not before the appointed officer at the time
your application was determined? Yes ONo IZI
If yes, please explain below a) why your are raising new material b) why it was not raised with the appointed officer
before your application was determined and c) why you believe it should now be considered with your review.

3



9. List of Documents and Evidence

Please provide a list of all supporting documents, materials and evidence which you wish to submit with your notice
of review

Proposed Dog Daycare Centre − Planning Review Support Information.

Note. The planning authority will make a copy of the notice of review, the review documents and any notice of the
procedure of the review available for inspection at an office of the planning authority until such time as the review is
determined. It may also be available on the planning authority website.
10. Checklist

Please mark the appropriate boxes to confirm that you have provided all supporting documents and evidence
relevant to your review:

Full completion of all parts of this form El

Statement of your reasons for requesting a review

All documents, materials and evidence which you intend to rely on (e.g. plans and drawings or
other documents) which are now the subject of this review. El

Note. Where the review relates to a further application e.g. renewal of planning permission or modification,
variation or removal of a planning condition or where it relates to an application for approval of matters specified in
conditions, it is advisable to provide the application reference number, approved plans and decision notice from
that earlier consent.

−

DECLARATION

I, the applicant/agent hereby serve notice on the planning authority to review the application as set out on this form
and in the supporting documents. I hereby confirm that the information given in this form is true and accurate to the
best of my knowledg

Signature: L Name: lAnthony Smith I Date: Itt
Any personal data that you have been asked to provide on this from will be held and processed in accordance with
Data Protection Legislation.



28, Morris Crescent
Daiziel Park
Cart in
Motherwell
MU 5NH

Dear Councillor:

Planning Application for Doggy Day Care Edinburgh Road Newhouse
I 9/00305/FUL

I attach letters and petitions supporting the above noted planning application from
local people familiar with the proposed location. The application at its most basic
level is to provide day kennels for dogs and to allow owners where possible to visit
during lunch breaks etc to walk their dogs on site in a safe secure environment.
Having read planning guidelines this is in line with policy allowing dog kennels on

the greenbelt sites . The site itself is not a traditional greenbelt site as it had
substantial train station buildings on site until fire destroyed them. The platforms
and foundations of the station remain on site and form part of the plans submitted
to the Council. There are no statutory objections to the application. The site has an
existing access to the main road and we will provide 30 parking spaces as required
by NLC Roads. I believe that the redevelopment of this brownfield site will help
remove unauthorised parking on the verge of this site application site. It should be
noted that there is a major park and ride facility built by NLC in close proximity
which can easily meet local parking needs.

The investment is being made by local people with a strong interest in dog welfare
and as well as promoting good practice in dog care new jobs for local people will
also be created as well as supply chain benefits. The buildings to be erected on site
are designed to a high standard and are appropriate for this location.

I ask that you consider this application favourably.

Yours faithfully

Anthony Smith Alison Spence



Proposed Dog Day Care and Resource Centre
Planning Permission Appeal

Forward

We would firstly like to thank both the officers of the Council and Elected Members forming this committee for
allowing us the opportunity to appeal the refusal o f Planning Permission for our proposed dog day care facility
and resource centre.

We hope to use this opportunity fruitfully and provide a reasoned and articulate response to the concerns raised
as part of the planning process and show that our proposal is indeed a good fit for the area, does not create
precedence in the Greenbelt and can preserve rather than neglect and enhance rather than detract from the
ambience o f this small, and once bustling with industry, life and activity, corner of North Lanarkshire.

We hope to show in this appeal that our proposals would not set a precedent in this area and that our proposals
are consistent with applications granted for similar ventures in North Lanarkshire and indeed applications
granted in Greenbelt in other Council areas of Scotland with due reference to planning legislation.

Our appeal asks only for a consistent application in line with these same regulations.

Background

Both myself and my business partner, Alison were born in and have lived in North Lanarkshire all our lives.
We have also given back by actively teaching children and adults good life skills through Martial Arts in North
Lanarkshire schools, sports and community centres and halls for close on 30 years, and it was as a result o f a
chance conversation one evening after practice that we both learned each other had been made redundant and
were taking the opportunity to seek new challenges. As our experience working together through teaching was
successful, we felt we could use our knowledge and skills to create something special in our career whilst
bringing something unique to our community also.

As our discussions developed we focused our attention on a shared love, passion and interest in the care and
well being o f dogs, their owners and their families and their environment as well as addressing a gap in the
market for a well run, complete daily care o f dogs at a day boarding/kennelling facility in a natural setting,
dedicated solely to their welfare, improving dog to human relationships as well as being convenient and
accessible to dog parents.

Our Initial Research

We initially embarked upon some research and spoke to many dog parents, employees and trainers working in
dog environments. We also spoke with medical specialists about what they would like to see in a day
care/boarding facility. The list was extensive but it ultimately narrowed down to healthy, safe, natural, clean,
accessible and fun.

Much to our surprise, cost was very low on the list as we learned that dog parents nowadays could not put a
price on the benefits and peace of mind to them, knowing that their beloved member of the family was being
cared for in an environment that fulfilled all their wishes.

We furthered our research to existing day care/boarding/kennelling establishments and could not find such a
facility that ticked all dog parents, employees, trainers and medical specialists desired boxes.

Having then viewed sites and properties for several months, which were subsequently not fit for purpose, we
were put in touch with the owner o f the old Newhouse Railway Station Site which was ideal for our purposes
and that of our potential customers, employees and the advice of specialists.



We developed a costed proposal that would work financially for us both, limiting our substantial costs and at
the same time, providing us with a 'fit for purpose' dedicated resource centre for the day time care and boarding
o f dogs in our custody.

After conducting our research and drafting our proposals in line with the extensive information and data we
gathered on similar ventures within North Lanarkshire, Greenbelt and Scotland that have already received
approval for Dog Day Care Activities, we approached the planning department of the North Lanarkshire
Council in March 2019 to ask for a pre−submission discussion. We naturally assumed this was available based
information on the Council website and as per application number I 7/00704/FUL (Kyledale Kennels −
Boarding activities and Dog Daycare, Hareshaw − which is a very similar business to our own) where the
applicant has stated he received pre−application advice via meeting, telephone, letter and e mail. Please see
below:−

Pre−Appl ica t ion Discussion
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However, we were advised that this service was no longer available. We were advised that we should "just
submit our proposals and await feedback" which we could then consider and amend our application as
appropriate.

Having conducted our own extensive research of businesses whose activities, location and design specifications
were similar to our own and that had already been passed within North Lanarkshire and the Greenbelt, we made
calculated decisions and deduced that our proposals were robust. As such, we therefore followed this advice
and delivered our proposals, together with the appropriate fee payable, on the 6 March. However, due to IT
issues within the department, our drawings and other associated paper work went astray. Our proposal was
therefore not formally registered by the Council until the 12th April 2019.

Our Local Design Considerations

Having identified the site o f the old Newhouse Railway Station, we embarked upon our proposals and carried
out an assessment o f existing buildings in the area, their design, look, impact on the landscape and their
potential costs to us in building our facility in the same or similar style.

On the immediate boundaries of the site, the following premises are to befound:−1)

North Boundary − A&M Fisheries. This is relatively new business on the site of a disused reservoir feed and
consists o f stacked shipping containers and a residential static caravan dominating the landscape:−



2) South Boundary − Rough Grazing with Viridor Waste Management Company dominating thelandscape:−3)

East Boundary − Scottish Water Sewage Pumping Site. This site has a mixture of Early 19th Century red
engineering brick buildings along with a late I 9h Century support building built using light grey autoclaved
sand lime bricks with a metal clad roof:−



4) West Boundary − Redundant RoughGrazing:−Given

the diversity of the building in question, we turned our attention a few kilometres East and West o f the
site boundary to view other premises in the area and inparticular:−5)

South Lanridge Farm − A prominent site on the Far Eastern Boundary dominated by mid 20th Century
portal framed barns with plain band grey cement render and corrugated reinforced cement based
profiled roofing, possibly asbestos incontent:−6)

Greenside Garden Centre, Cafe and retail park− a collection of central greenhouses serving horticultural and
retail provisions as well as childrens activity area and small holding. Several other retail concessions on the
grounds selling pvc double glazing, conservatories, out buildings and kitchens etc. The site overall consists of
several timber and metal display and storage buildings and occupied timber chalet style offices and stores of
various designs and building types:−



7) Snack bar on Carlisle Road:−



8) Ironing Shack at Peggy WhitesGarage:−9)

Hummingbird Garden Centre,Hareshaw:−10)

Kyledale/Hareshaw Dog Daycare:−



From this review we took the impression that there was no design precedence, distinguishing congruence,
uniformity or benchmark of architectural heritage or local design theme prevalent within the local area.

Accordingly, keeping aesthetics, health and safety, potential customer desires and canine specialists
recommendations in the forefront of our mind, we looked at other building types that could serve our business
needs and budget constraints within North Lanarkshire and beyond.

In particular we set out to identify and assess the types of buildings granted planning permission previously and
recently by North Lanarkshire Council and in the Green Belt so that we could conform with the same base line
measures accepted by Council compliance.

Developing our desi2n and Proposal

As a Chartered Builder with over 40 years construction and design experience myself, and together with my
business partners training, experience and qualifications within the dog care business, we sought to develop a
specification that would be affordable, buildable, low maintenance, low impact and constructed in so far as
possible from renewable and sustainable sources as well as being a safe, secure and natural environment for the
purpose of caring, exercising and training canines and a pleasant, safe and healthy workplace for humans.

Our preference was for a timber framed, timber clad building with higher than required levels of insulation and
a range of finishes requiring minimum maintenance.

In terms o f internal and external flooring, as well as from our own health and safety risk assessments, we also
researched and consulted with animal specialists such as trainers and human and animal physiotherapists in
respect of appropriate paw and foot friendly options.

For the health and safety of dogs (or any animal) and humans, the basic principles to be considered are shock
absorption, non slip, weather resistant, temperature control, comfort, drainage, hygiene and aesthetics.
Following research and advice sought, we deduced that foot and paw friendly options were very important and
not negotiable. This was therefore insulated floating floor internally and externally a natural outdoor space
was a must − hard surfaces, and in particular concrete, are very unkind and unsafe to both animals and
humans alike.

We therefore sought to search initially within North Lanarkshire for timber clad premises, in natural settings,
built local to Newhouse and where possible, within the green belt. We then extended our search to within other
Council areas within Green Belt also to assess consistency with the application of any potential planning
constraints across Scotland.

Our first assessment of premises included the following establishments within North Lanarkshire and within a
few kilometres radius ofNewhouse:−II)

Doggy Wood − whose business model is very similar in nature to us i.e. 'Luxury boarding and Doggy
Daycare' within a greenbelt setting in NorthLanarkshire:−wc

c r
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12) Kyledale Dog Daycare, Hareshaw − again whose business model is similar to ours being dog day care
recently approved within North Lanarkshiregreenbelt:−13)

Hummingbird Garden Centre (café, animal feed, animal holding and other retail concessions such as sheds
and log cabin sales). The site overall consists of several timber and metal display and storage buildings and
occupied timber static caravan offices and stores of various designs and building types.





14) Greenside Garden Centre (description as perabove):−15)

The Ironing Shack at Peggy Whites Garage,Newhouse:−16)

The Snack Bar, Carlisle Road, Hareshaw/Newhouse − timber effect retail outlet:−



17) World of Wings, Luggiebank − bird of prey attraction, activity centre, retail outlet andcafé:−!.
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18) Anjo Kennels, Carnbroe − animal and pet stores, grooming and boardingactivities:−19)

Scoobys Dog Day care, Coatbridge:−:



20) Paws & Pups, Luggiebank, Day Care, Boarding activities and associatedr e t a i l : − −

− ' P A W S & PUPS!F.

I,German Shepherd
Breeding

r−Kennel

Boarding
& Doggie Day Care

Training Classes and Dog
Management

e i;_

Dog Supplies

From this initial assessment we deduced that low pitch chalet style/timber cabin buildings had been previously
approved by the Council and were therefore acceptable.

We then we looked at other council areas for further inspiration and focused only on dog day care, kennelling
and boardingactivities:−South

Lanarkshire

Clyde Valley PetRetreat:−I

TI 44
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Avondale Kennels, Ferniegair:−.

Barklay Park Dog

D a y c a r e : − − − D o g Play Cetre.

I4

Lothian Regions

The Dog Playcentre:−



The Dog Day CareCentre:−Edinburgh

Citidogs Creche:−



Boggs Dogs:−,7_−



Renfrewshire

Paws for a Day, Bridge ofWeir:−Fields

of Fun, Paisley:−−
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Glasgow

Tails o f Tranquility, Newton Mearns:−



Glenview Kennels, Milton ofCampsie:−Bonnyton

Daycare & Kennels, Eaglesham:−
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Fife

Happy Mutts:−−
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Dumfries & Galloway

Mabie Forest Kennels:−



Scottish Borders

TweedDogs:−The

Site

The earliest records we have found relate to the Caledonia Railway Company and the purchase of land for the
construction of a railway line and for a station and ancillary facilities at Newhouse, these records date from
1888 onwards.

"
tr

.M'
From 1888 until around 1966, when the last recorded train stopped at Newhouse Station, the line operated as a
transport line and a freight line before falling victim to the Beaching cuts

On or around 1970, the station was converted to a domestic dwelling until some time in the 80's when the
premises were raised by a fire and the buildings subsequently demolished. The site has lain vacant from then
with its own boundaries and completely separate from the rough grazing grounds on its Western and Southern
boundaries.



The site lies low and is almost invisible from the road due to existing tree−lines and the gradient of the ground
lying approximately 6m below the road level of the B7066 Glasgow to Edinburgh Road.

The site suffers from extensive fly tipping, littering, human toileting and illegal parking on the roadside verge
to such an extent that the trunk road inner kerb line has been destroyed by the impact of Heavy Goods Vehicles
driving over the length of the kerb in the area of the site. Also, the bridge reference NH 123, has been damaged
by what clearly appears to be impact from a Heavy Goods Vehicle reversing upon this privately owned land.
Please see picturesbelow:−Damaged

kerblines:−Damage

to bridge ref, NH 123:−
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Littering & Fly Tipping etc:−



Littering can almost entirely be attributed to the customers of the snack van located in the lay−by adjacent to the
site and the lack of bins as well as refuse points provided by the snack van proprietor for customer use.

The snack vans limit along this stretch of road is in direct proportion to the area o f unauthorised parking on
private property. Such unauthorised parking has already been curtailed to some degree by measures we have
put in place to remove vehicles from the site and will vanish completely from this area once the verge side is
returned to grass. This will be more fully discussed in our response to the stated Reasons for Refusing Planning
Permission later on in this document.

This site is a gap site o f low quality scrubland which would have no impact on the openness of the Greenbelt as
it is already surrounded by industrial, commercial and leisure facilities as well as major infrastructure −
separately identifiable from the existing rough and redundant grazing on its West and South boundaries, the
B7066 on its North boundary and the Sewage Pumping Station on its East boundary.

This site does not have any inherent natural beauty, ecological value or agricultural purpose. It has never been
farmed since 1888 and since the 80's, it has been dormant and unused for any purpose. If anything, it is an
infill and betterment to a derelict, unused piece of land whose development will not dilute agricultural land
holdings or spoil a landscape dominated by a collection of various commercial farm buildings and functional
industrial buildings. Once again, our proposals can only preserve and enhance an otherwise abused and
neglected small, but once bustling with industry, life and activity, pocket of North Lanarkshire.



Response to Reasons given for Refusing Planning Permission

Mitigating Factors for the refusal in giving Planning Permission to our proposal were stated asfollows:−Council

Reasons:−1

That the proposed development is contrary to policies NBE 3 A, DSP 3 and Supplementary Guidance
"Assessing Development in the Green Belt, "as it constitutes inappropriate development within the Green Belt,
and would set an undesirable precedent for the further erosion o f the Green Belt.

2 That the proposed development is contrary to policy DSP 4 as it is not o f the high quality and low impact
design that is expected within the Green Belt and the proposed will have a detrimental impact on the road
safety o f other users.

OurResponses:−Dealing

with Council Reasons number one firstly, we would make the following observations, broken down as
1A to D below, in respect of the key elements made therein;

Response 1A)

We do not believe that our proposal is Contrary to Policy NBE 3A as it is in an "other appropriate rural use"
that is compatible fully with agriculture and the diversified face of modem Scottish Farming, as well as public
demand, which has sought to increase revenues through moving from food crops and live stock to retail, garden
centres, dining, experience days, holidays and management of domestic animals. Indeed, the influential
Farming Journal Business Barn rates Pets as the second most popular farm diversification in the UK. (see
extractbelow):−Source

− The Business Barn (Second Most popular farm diversification UK)

Pets
As a nation ofpet lovers there is no getting away from the fact that we love to splash out on our pets. In 2017
consumer expenditure on pets rose to £4.6 billion, a level o f expenditure that does not look set to fall any time
soon.

See also: Business start−up guide − Dog walker

13 million households within the UK own apet f o r which the most popular pets are dogs, closely followed by
cats. With this comes opportunities f o r those looking for new business ideas. Business ideas include:

• Animalfood
• Animal bedding
• Kennels with pet grooming facilities
• Dog agility
• Dog training
• Pet sitting

Ifyou offer accommodation, it's also worth considering ifyou can make this pet friendly. People now want to
holiday with their pets and not allowing their 'fur,y friends' to come along may mean you are losing out on
potential customers.

This is a reality in modem Scotland, the UK and indeed in North Lanarkshire where Green Belt developments
have followed national trends to attract more investment from businesses as well as visitors and tourism with
North Lanarkshire Council granting permission to:−



1) Doggywood Day Care
2) Kyledale Dog Daycare − Hareshaw
3) Hummingbird Garden Centre
4) Greenside Garden Centre
5) World o f wings
6) B&B's
7) Newbuild Dog Groomers in rural Hareshaw recently approved (ref 100168111 −001)
8) Paws & Pups

to name but a few.

Indeed, the Delegated Report for Planning Application No: 1 8/006222/FUL, for a dwelling house at Doggy
Wood states quite clearly that "Stables and kennelling/dog care operations are appropriate in the green belt in
principle subject to their being bona fide businesses and meeting design requirements"

In this respect I can confirm that our business is based on bona tide customer demand (please see attached
signatures from residents and dog parents of both North Lanarkshire and surrounding communities in support
o f our proposed business) as well as advice from animal and human health professionals and behavioural
training specialists as well as realistic and achievable business plan projections which I have crafted taking into
account my own experiences o f business planning and most recently growing a failing business from a £250k
turnover and loss, to a £1 6m turnover, a £300m order book and industry leading profits. This plan has in
addition been reviewed by a qualified and Chartered Accountant.

We do concede however that we have failed to explain correctly that our operation is a day boarding or
kennelling style operation, very similar to Doggywood, Kyledale/Hareshaw Dogs and Paws and Pups to name a
few, all o f whom North Lanarkshire have granted permission to. We wrongly presumed that the Council would
be aware that Dog Day care is the new name for day boarding/kennelling activities of dogs.

An example being a direct quote from Doggywood website stating that they describe their business as being
"as far removed from traditional kennels as possible , i.e. not a traditional kennel function.

The following dfinttion is helpful in explaining thisfurther:−"Kennels

or a kennel is a place where dogs are bred and trained, or looked after when their owners are away."
(Collins English Dictionary)

We have clearly stated in our submission that we will 'train and look after dogs when owners are away'.

By allowing permission for our proposals, the Council would not be setting precedent in the Greenbelt as
Doggywood and Kyledale/Hareshaw Dogs are already approved Dog Day care facilities within the Greenbelt.
Additionally, the Hummingbird Garden Centre and Greenside Garden Centre both retail pet foods within
Greenbelt as well as approval o f a new build dog grooming facility on 'rural' land in Hareshaw (your reference
100168111−001).

Dog Day Care is simply a modern descriptor o f day time boarding/kennelling activities. Customers want their
dogs cared for as they would their own children going to nursery or school i.e. with discipline, socialisation,
interaction in a fun, clean, natural, safe and secure environment whilst allowing them to continue working and
not having to leave their dogs at home where behaviour problems are very likely to occur due to being left
alone for long periods of time and owners being too tired or busy to tend to their needs when they return.

Dog ownership has grown considerably over recent years and continues to do so rapidly. With more busy
families wishing to introduce dogs into their homes, and indeed some choosing to have dogs rather than
children, traditional kennelling and boarding has had to evolve over recent years to offer day time care,
kennelling and boarding in order to accommodate not only the changing needs but also much higher and
specific demands of dog parents.



During our research and discussions with dog parents (some of whom already use day care, boarding,
kennelling) as well as dog trainers and health care specialists, we discovered that there is a strong need for dog
care to evolve further now. There is further demand for better quality, natural and accessible facilities focusing
on the all round well being of dogs. We found that owners in particular no more want to place their beloved
family members in to cold, hard industrial style units when they go to work than they would their children, they
want much better and cost is not necessarily a principal factor in their decision, quality, services, aesthetics and
safety were more important.

Supplying the demands of potential customers involves much more than traditional boarding and kennelling
where dogs are locked in a cage for long periods of time with little or no interaction which has proven to cause
unwanted behaviours in many dogs such as nervousness, depression and aggression to name but a few. Dog
parents now want facilities not only providing day time care, boarding, kennelling but also socialisation,
interaction, training, grooming, health checks and nutritional advice to fit with their own busy lifestyle whilst
providing the best life for their dog.

Our proposition is very similar to the propositions recently approved by the Council in North Lanarkshire
Greenbelt for Doggywood, Kyledale/Hareshaw Dogs, Hummingbird Garden Centre, Greenside Garden Centre,
Paws and Pads and the newly approved, new build dog groomers on rural land in Hareshaw. Our proposals will
therefore not set a precedence but be a continuation of standards already set in North Lanarkshire and other
communities.

This is how we propose to supply to these demands and look after dogs in ourcare:−Response

1B)

Our proposals include I 800mrnm high perimeter deer fencing and it is noted that the Council believe that this is
not in keeping with the area. I would point out that a considerable amount of deer fencing has been installed
locally along the M8, A8 and tributary roads in and around Newhouse as there is not only a displaced deer
population due to developments but an increased deer population due to suitable breeding conditions and lack
o f predators.

Our deer fencing is to keep deer out of our grounds as deer faeces can be detrimental to dog welfare. We would
be happy to reduce this fencing in height below 1800mm high to comply with planning consent but would
prefer to maintain this height if possible.

As most of the fencing will be tree−lined, it will be pretty much invisible to passers by.

For information; within a 1 000m radius of the site we have found the following types o f fencing used on other
commercial sites, some of whom we have mentioned above, that demonstrates there is no standard fencing
type installed in this area:−





Response 1C)

0

We note that the objection to our proposals include objecting to our retail proposals and would advise that the
Council have allowed retail within the Greenbelt at Greenside Garden Centre and at Hummingbird Garden
Centre to name just two, both of which sell a range of dog foods. This element of our proposals therefore does
not constitute a precedent but again, a continuation of standards already set by the Council.



Response 1D)

We have reviewed the granting of Planning Permission for similar development opportunities across Scotland
and would point to the most Councils who have deemed Dog Day care Facilities to be consistent with Greenbelt
development.

In all o f the above examples, the Councils as noted have acted consistently in granting Dog Day care Planning
Permissions and as such, granting such permission in Greenbelt will not constitute a precedent in Scotland and
accordingly within North Lanarkshire but be a continuation of standards already set.

Moving on to Council Reasons number two, we would make the following observations, listed 2A & B below,
in respect o f the key elements made therein:

Response 2A)

We do not agree that our proposals are not a high quality and low impact design that would be expected within
the Green Belt and point to similarly designed buildings within the Green Belt that have been given Planning
Permission by the Council.

Conversely, we have highlighted in 'Our Local Design Considerations' section above, the range and type of
buildings, some of which are in a poor condition, already approved for commercial use within the Green Belt,
in this area and in prominent positions that are devoid of any rural character or aesthetic appeal and include
stacked shipping containers, mobile and static homes, asbestos roofed industrial specification barns and rolled
steel corrugated storage sheds.

However, we would be happy to take guidance from the Council and if necessary, embellish our proposals from
what may appear to be plain but attractive and functional buildings and agree alternative finishes and
fenestrations in order to comply with the reasonable demands of the Council to make the buildings
architecturally more appealing.

I would however point out that the specification as proposed is o f an extremely high standard based not only
upon a sustainable approach to construction, maintenance and lifecycle of the premises, but also compared to
that already passed and in use in the area.

Response 2B)

We strongly disagree to the response from the author that our proposals "WILL HAVE A DETRIMENTAL
IMPACT ON THE SAFETY OF OTHER ROAD USERS" this is absolute conjecture based on the premise that
Heavy Goods Vehicles will park on the carriageway once we have stopped them parking without permission on
our private land.

The Roads Operations Observations on this application do not use the word "WILL" but use the sentence
"LIKELY to result in the displacement o f SOME o f this parking onto the live carriageway and surrounding
area including the lay−by. .... The applicant does not have control o f these areas

With due respect to the Council, the site of the Snack Bar should be subject to Council monitoring as the root of
the problem is a snack bar adjacent to a TWO CAR LAY−BY, i.e a snack bar given permission on the basis that
it will presumably have only 2 vehicles parked at any one time in the lay−by where it is situated:−



It is therefore an enforcement issue for the Council and has been since the snack bar was given permission to
operate at that location in full knowledge that there is insufficient public parking for customers of the snack bar
to use.

However, we have noted that there are but a few frequent heavy goods vehicles using this land without
permission and it would be our intention to write to the vehicle operators in question and advise them that they
can no longer use this land for parking. The hauliers are Coop Distribution, Messer's French Haulage and
Messer's Anderson Haulage.

To reiterate, the area in question on our proposal is privately owned land and no permissions have been granted
for any kind of parking activities on this land.

As such, in March 2019, in anticipation of potential works and to protect the area from further damage or
littering, we erected temporary fencing across the verge in question therefore, a considerable number of
vehicles have already moved on without complaint or detriment to vehicle safety in the area. Please refer
picture below:−



For information, the Roads (Scotland) Act 1984, provides for remedies under both Section 129(2) and
Regulation 107 of the Act giving the Police the powers to move or have vehicles moved that are causing
unnecessary obstructions of the road or are obstructing the passage of or endangering road users.

In clearing the road side verge from fly tipped rubbish and other debris, as you can see from the picture above,
we have already moved on the majority of vehicles form this area without incident or complaint.

For your information, most of the vehicles parking were for car share purposes and those displaced are
presumably using the Newhouse Park and Ride or have made other more appropriate arrangements.

ClosingSummary:−With

reference to the Delegated Report dated 10th April 2019, I would make the following comments:

1) The author states in Paragraph 4, that "a new retail use within this location would be against the principle
of the greenbelt policy".

We would suggest that this is incorrect given the examples we have cited of other similar ventures being
granted permissions within the greenbelt in North Lanarkshire and further, that the writer has not stated
that this against greenbelt policy but against the 'principle' of greenbelt policy which, for the avoidance of
doubt, is an opinion rather than a statement of fact.

2) The author states in Paragraph 5 that "the provision of jobs at this site is expected to be minima!, and
would not be of sufficient quantity to justify the development of this location".

We would advise that we would be hopeful of creating around 12 jobs upon reaching a dog population of
60 dogs. We do not regard creating this amount of jobs as minimal and find it astonishing and
disappointing that during these economic times this is used as a criteria for a planning rejection.

3) The writer states in Paragraph 7 that "the proposed is not a high quality architectural design".

This is an opinion and not a statement of fact and as such should be removed from the report. For
avoidance of doubt, and as we have demonstrated in our extensive research above, there is no scale of
measure of architectural design quality in the UK, Scotland or North Lanarkshire. Design quality is a
function of specification only, we have proposed a high quality specification of a building type similar to
other buildings within the Ward and Adjacent Wards. The writers comments are additionally inconsistent.

4) The writer states in Paragraph 7 that our proposals will "erode the rural characteristic of the area, which is
worth preserving within the Greenbelt".

We regard this statement as being of no relevance given that the site is immediately bordered by a sewage
pumping station, across the carriageway from a collection of steel shipping containers, with views of the
Viridor recycling plant on the Southern Aspect, factory type farm buildings to the East and a petrol station
and forecourt to the West. Additionally, this is poor quality, neglected and abused scrub land with no use or
inherent natural beauty. Hardly rural Idyll as the writer suggests. We believe this comment should
therefore be removed.

5) The writer states as part of the Reasoned Justification, that the proposals would be "detrimental to road
safety at the location".

This is an opinion not based upon fact. The Transportation Assessment made by a qualified Civil Engineer
stated that traffic congestion "May" occur. To translate this, as the writer has done, to "Will" occur is
astonishing. As such, this "opinion" without technical back−up, should be removed.


